REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of the present application 
based on the foregoing amendments and following remarks. By this amendment, the 
specification, drawings and claim 1 have been amended. Claims 1, 3-6, 8 and 17-20 are pending 
in the application. 

Objections to the Drawings 

The Final Office Action objected to the drawings under 37 C.F.R. 1 .83(a) for failing to 
show every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Although Applicants respectfully 
disagree with this objection, new FIG. 8 has been added to conform certain descriptions of the 
originally-filed specification with the drawings. Corresponding references to new FIG. 8 have 
been added to the specification. No new matter has been added. 

Previously, a "Prior Art" legend was added to FIG. 4 to address the remaining objections 
to the drawings. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, the objections to the drawings should be withdrawn. 

Objections to the Claims 

Claims 1 , 3-6, 8 and 1 7-20 stand objected to for informalities. Although Applicants 
respectfully disagree with the basis for the objection, the claims have been amended to even 
more clearly relate the process to another statutory class as suggested in the Final Office Action. 
Accordingly, the objection to the claims should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections under 35 USC §103 

Claims 1, 3-6, 8 and 17-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,370,208 to Kuo ("Kuo") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,285,655 to Lundby 
et al. ("Lundby") and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,650,879 to Underbnnk ("Underbrink 1 '). 
For reasons set forth more fully below, these rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Applicants respectfully note that a rejection under Section 103 requires the Examiner to 
set forth a prima facie case of obviousness showing where each and every limitation of the 
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claims is found in the prior art. MPEP § 2142. Applicants further respectfully submit that the 
Examiner has not met this burden. 
Independent Claim 1 

Applicants restate and incorporate herein by reference their previous remarks against the 
pending rejections. For convenience, Applicants' present response will focus as much as 
possible on new issues raised in the Final Office Action. 

Applicants' previous response demonstrated that neither Kuo nor any of the other cited 
references taught or suggested "storing the remaining partial accumulations in at least one table " 
nor " using the data slice and the at least one table during the correlation process to determine 
when a locally generated pseudorandom code and the incoming pseudorandom code received at 
the GPS receiver are correlated." 

The Final Office Action correctly fails to point to any disclosure or suggestion in the 
prior art of a table of partial accumulations that is stored and used during a correlation process as 
required by independent claim 1 . In response to this fact, the Advisory Action merely states that 
codes are stored in digital components of Figure 2. However, this is not a table, much less one 
that stores non-repeating partial accumulations as is required by the claims. 

In any event, claim 1 has been amended to more clearly require that the data slice is used 
to look up a corresponding value in the stored table, even further distinguishing the invention 
from the cited prior art. 

Applicants' previous response further demonstrated that Kuo merely discloses a method 
for reducing the complexity of correlators by first performing a partial sum of an input sequence 
values and then performing mathematical operations on those sums. (Kuo, 1 : 10-13 and 4:52-56) 
Accordingly, it does not teach or suggest "determining, for the spread spectrum signal, partial 
accumulations that are repeated in a correlation process " of the signal correlated with 
pseudorandom codes as required by independent claim 1 , 

The Final Office Action states that "Kuo discloses determining for the spread spectrum 
signals, codes that are repeated in the correlation process (column 4, lines 21-26). These codes 
are the partial accumulations ." (Action at 4, emphasis added) Applicants respectfully disagree 
with this position. The claim clearly requires that the partial accumulations are repeated in a 
correlation process of signal data correlated with pseudorandom codes . So the codes themselves 
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cannot be considered the claimed partial accumulations. This interpretation would render the 
claim nonsensical, and so it is unreasonable. Moreover, those skilled in the art would not 
consider accumulations from a correlation process to be the same as the codes used in the 
correlation process. 

Accordingly, for at least these reasons, independent claim 1 as amended distinguishes 
over the combination of Kuo, Lunby, and Underbrink. 

Claims 3-6, 8, and 17-20 depend from independent claim 1, as amended. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 3-6, 8 and 17-20 distinguish over the combination of 
Kuo, Lunby, and Underbrink for the same reasons set forth above with respect to independent 
claim 1. 

Dependent Claims 18-20 

Applicants' previous response added new claims 18-20. These claims depend from claim 
1 and set forth additional subject matter that is not taught or suggested by the cited prior art. 
More particularly, claims 18-20 set forth: 

18. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1 , wherein the data slice is 
used to retrieve a first partial accumulation value from the at least one table. 

19. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 18, wherein a plurality of 
following data slices are used to retrieve a plurality of subsequent partial 
accumulation values during a predetermined time period from the at least one 
table and the subsequent partial accumulation values are added to the first partial 
accumulation value to produce an accumulator output value. 

20. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 18, wherein the locally 
generated pseudorandom code and the incoming pseudorandom code are 
correlated when the accumulator output value is at a predetermined maximum 
value. 

The Final Office Action correctly fails to identify any teaching or suggestion in the cited 
prior art that corresponds to this clearly defined subject matter. 

In response to this clear fact, the Advisory Action conclusorily states that "the limitations 
of claims 18-20 as taught by the combination are discloses [sic] in the rejection." Action at 3. 
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This conclusory statement does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness under Section 
103. 



For at least these reasons, all claims 1, 3-6, 8 and 17-20 patentably define over the cited 
prior art and the § 103 rejections thereof should be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

All objections and rejections having been addressed, it is believed that the claims are in 
condition for allowance, and Notice to that effect is earnestly solicited. If any issues remain 
which the Examiner feels may be resolved through a telephone interview, s/he is kindly 
requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

P1LLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN LLP 



Date: January 21, 2010 
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